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*	 This	 is	 a	 manuscript	 of	 a	 lecture	 which	 was	 held	 September	 12,	 2006	 at	 the	 Bullock	
Science	Center	of	the	Agnes	Scott	College	(Atlanta,	USA).	I	hereby	appreciate	Center	for	
International	Exchange	Programs	of	Kinjo	Gakuin	University	helping	me	to	visit	Agnes	






























Of	 course,	 real	 dinosaurs	 suffered	 extinction	 many	 millions	 of	 years	 ago,	 but	
astonishingly,	we	saw	them	reborn	in	the	laboratory	of	Jurassic Park	in	1993.	In	
this	film	by	the	American	director	Stephen	Spielberg,	dinosaurs	were	regenerated	




	 Cloned	 dinosaurs	 and	 cloned	 sheep!	These	 two	 animals	 show	 some	 common	
characteristics	of	our	age	which	could	be	called	“the	age	of	biological	control.”	
(Ian	Wilmut)	There	are,	however,	significant	differences	between	the	dinosaur	and	

























	 Pence	 closes	 his	 book,	Who’s Afraid of Human Cloning?,	with	 the	 following	
prediction:















noble	worthies,	 should	 “stop”	when	people	hear	 “human	cloning.”	What	makes	






























the	 nature	 of	Western	 society	 with	 its	 foundation	 upon	 Christian	 faith	 in	 God.	













	 Darwin’s	model	of	 the	workings	of	nature	 found	 resonance	 in	 the	philosophy	
of	 Friedrich	 Nietzsche,	 a	 German	 philosopher	 who	 could	 be	 called	 therefore	
“a	Darwin	 in	philosophy.”	By	 the	“madman”	of	Nietzsche,	God	 is	 judged	 to	be	


















	 Nietzsche’s	 “madman”	 who	 killed	 God	 knows	 that	 all	 events	 and	 all	 things	
which	 occur	 according	 to	 God’s	 plan	 are	 from	 now	 on	 left	 to	 his	 own	 mortal	
hands.	As	Dr.	Malcolm	said	in	Jurassic Park,	“Man	destroys	God.”	“Man	destroys	
God”	with	Nietzsche’s	“knife,”	thereby	eliminating	“the	holiest	and	the	mightiest	
that	 the	world	has	hitherto	possessed.”	And	with	 the	 same	“knife,”	man	creates	





	 Nietzsche	and	Darwin	find	 their	philosophical	correspondence	 in	 the	atheistic	
humanism	of	the	French	molecular	biologist	Jacque	Monod,	who	shared	the	Nobel	
Prize	 for	Medicine	 in	 1965.	Monod	wrote	 in	 the	 conclusion	of	 his	Chance and 
Necessity	that	the	modern	man	finds	himself	in	a	dark	and	chilly	universe,	much	as	
Nietzsche’s	“madman”	stares	into	the	dark	empty	sky	after	God	has	fade	away:
	 The	 ancient	 covenant	 is	 in	 pieces;	man	 knows	 at	 last	 that	 he	 is	 alone	 in	 the	




can	now	add	 something	 to	 the	 “theology”	of	Dr.	Malcolm:	 “And	man	creates	 a	






















	 The	moment	 cloning	 was	 announced,	 immediately	 and	 intuitively,	 the	 world	

















is	 one	 such	 person.	 In	 1997,	 the	 same	 year	 that	 early	 information	 about	 Dolly	
was	 released	 to	 the	world,	Peter	Sloterdijk	gave	a	 lecture	 in	Basel,	Switzerland.	
However,	 it	was	1999	 that	 the	so-called	“Sloterdijk-Debatte”	 [Sloterdijk-debate]	
was	begun,	when	he	repeated	 the	same	lecture	 in	Bayern,	Germany.	The	 title	of	
his	 lecture,	which	 caused	great	 controversey	was	Regeln für den Menschenpark	
[Rules	for	the	Human	Zoo].	It	was	not	about	the	rules	of	Jurassic Park	in	which	





Sloterdijk	 asserts	 that	we	must	 develop	 a	 new	humanism	 that	will	 enhance	 and	
change	the	essence	of	human	beings.
	 Cultures	 and	 civilizations,	 according	 to	 Sloterdijk,	 are	 “anthropogenic	
hothouses”	 in	 that	 they	 aim	 at	 cultivation	 of	 human	 beings.	 Just	 as	 we	 have	
established	wildlife	preserves	to	protect	certain	animal	species,	so,	too,	ought	we	
to	adopt	more	deliberate	policies	to	enhance	human	nature.	Sloterdijk	suggests	that	
the	 advent	 of	 new	genetic	 technologies	must	 be	 accepted	 actively,	 because	new	
genetic	 technologies	make	it	possible	 to	regulate	“bio-cultural”	reproduction.	As	
Dr.	Malcolm	 in	 Jurassic Park	 observes,	 the	 enlightened	modern	man	 “destroys	
God”	 (Nietzsche),	 and	 becomes	 a	 creator	 of	 history	 and	 of	 nature.	 Sloterdijk’s	
thinking	represents	a	new	high	point	in	a	process	that	has	been	ongoing	since	the	
Enlightenment.	 Sloterdijk	 reflects	 on	 substituting	 “birth	 fatalism”	 for	 “optional	










raised	 by	 Sloterdijk’s	 provocative	 lecture	 force	 us	 to	 ask	 whether	 Christian	
theology,	if	it	could	develop	a	new	bioethical	standard,	might	still	able	to	play	a	
normative	role,	or	whether	it	should	be	totally	revised	for	a	new	era.













	 As	 mentioned	 before,	 it	 is	 said	 that	 we	 are	 living	 in	 an	 age	 of	 biological	
and	 biotechnological	 control.	 This	 means	 that	 the	 age	 of	 the	 atom	 is	 past	 and	









to	 the	 realm	of	God,	 in	much	 the	 same	way	as	we	 see	 in	 the	work	of	Salvador	








point	 of	 view	 that	 the	 gene	 is	 the	 center	 of	 all	 living	 things.	 Edward	Wilson,	
a	 leading	 exponent	 of	 sociobiology,	 insists	 in	 his	 masterpiece	 Sociobiology	
(1975):	 “In	 a	Darwinian	 sense	 the	organism	does	not	 live	 for	 itself.	 Its	 primary	
function	 is	 not	 even	 to	 reproduce	 other	 organisms;	 it	 reproduces	 genes,	 and	 it	




be	 explained	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 natural	 evolution.	 Richard	Dawkins—like	
Wilson,	 another	 representative	 sociobiologist—puts	 the	 same	 issue	 into	 sharper	
focus:
	 Was	 there	 to	 be	 any	 end	 to	 the	 gradual	 improvement	 in	 the	 techniques	 and	
artifices	used	by	the	replicators	to	ensure	their	own	continuation	in	the	world?	























the	 following	 citation	 from	Leon	Kass,	 one	 of	 the	 leading	 opponents	 of	 human	



































technologies,	 like	 the	 injection	 of	 test-derived	 nuclei	 into	 the	 egg	 cytoplasm.	
The	acceptance	of	 this	 last	practice,	 in	particular,	 reduces	 the	domain	of	God	
even	further	down	to	the	surface	of	the	DNA-containing	nuclei	floating	serenely	





	 As	 cited	 before,	 Nietzsche’s	 madman	 shouts:	 “Do	 we	 not	 stray,	 as	 through	
infinite	 nothingness?”	 The	 “nothingness”	 at	 which	 the	 “madman”	 stares	 is	 the	
nothingness	 that	 is	 left	 after	 the	 death	 of	God.	There	 remains	 nothing	 after	 the	
reality	 of	 God	 itself	 has	 vanished.	 The	 modern	 man	 who	 regards	 DNA	 as	 the	
absolute	essence	of	human	beings,	that	is,	as	the	domain	of	God,	cannot	help	facing	




























of	our	humanity.	As	 I	have	 repeatedly	said	or	 intimated,	when	we	 try	 to	protect	
DNA	 from	 the	 intervention	 of	 human	 beings	 in	 every	 sense,	 we	 are	 caught	 by	
false	DNA	mysticism.	And	by	 the	same	logic,	we	must	say	 that	all	 the	attempts	
of	eugenics	to	enhance	the	quality	of	human	life	through	biotechnological	control	






























	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	biotechnological	attempts	 to	 re-write	DNA	itself	 for	what	 it	
gives	to	mankind	needs	to	be	evaluated	as	a	means	to	freedom	from	the	restriction	
of	the	natural	conditions	of	human	beings.
3. Honest to Dolly
	 What	could	all	this	mean	theologically?	What	does	it	mean	to	Christian	theology	
and	Christian	 anthropology	 that	DNA,	which	was	 thought	 to	 be	 the	 center	 and	
the	 essence	 of	 human	 beings,	 vanishes	 into	 nothingness?	How	we	 can	 reply	 to	
the	message	of	Dolly	that	the	center	of	human	being	is	not	in	DNA?	Nietzsche’s	
“madman”	destroys	our	image	of	God	“out	there.”	Biotechnology	in	turn	destroys	
our	 image	 of	 God	 “in	 here,”	 in	 that	 it	 makes	 it	 clear	 that	 the	 gene	 is	 not	 any	
more	the	essence	of	what	human	beings	are.	What,	then,	will	be	the	result	of	the	



































identical.	 ‘The	 God’,	 no	 doubt,	 is	 very	 different;	 but	 at	 least	 there	 is	 a	 way	
through	here	to	the	transcendent	in	a	world	without	religion.	And	on	that	‘way’	
the	Christian	must	be	found	if	he	is	to	say	anything	to	those	who	walk	alone.	
In	morals,	as	 in	everything	else,	 ‘the	secret	of	our	exit’	 from	the	morasses	of	
relativism	is…to	take	our	place	alongside	those	who	are	deep	in	the	search	for	





the	 conditioned.	 It	 is	 Robinson’s	 theological	 attempts	 to	 find	 a	 new	 possibility	
of	 faith,	 physically	 after	 Copernicus	 and	metaphysically	 after	Nietzsche.	 In	 the	
same	sense,	an	important	task	is	imposed	on	Christian	theology	to	respond	to	the	
message	which	was	brought	by	the	birth	of	Dolly.	We	can	say	that	we	must	wrestle	




















The	 second	 blow	 fell	 when	 biological	 research	 destroyed	 man’s	 supposedly	










	 I	 think	Dolly	brings	not	only	“broken	values	 in	ethics,”	as	 seen	 in	 the	debate	
on	 whether	 human	 cloning	 can	 be	 permitted	 or	 not.	 More	 importantly,	 Dolly	
also	 brings	 an	 understanding	 of	 what	 human	 beings	 are.	 In	 this	 sense,	 cloning	
produces	a	second	“anthropological	turning.”	The	first	“anthropological	turning”	
came	with	 the	dawn	of	modern	age	from	the	Cartesian	cogito.	 In	 the	process	of	









	 In	 this	 sense,	 as	 Pierre	 Baldi	 rightly	 points	 out,	 the	 anxiety	 of	 losing	 one’s	





delimited	 by	 precise	 boundaries.	…	 These	 concepts	 are	 central	 to	 ourselves	
and	 to	 the	way	we	 function,	and	are	 reinforced	by	our	education	and	culture.	









generates	profound	uneasiness,	or	even	 repulsion.”	 [p.	3–5]	According	 to	Baldi,	
the	 decisive	 contribution	 of	 biotechnology	 is	 that	 it	 de-centers	 the	 individual	
self	into	“the	shattered	self,”	which	is	also	the	title	of	his	book.	That	means	that	
each	 individual	 self	 is	 not	 something	 distinctive	 from	 others.	 It	 is	 “rather	 fluid	
and	 continuous	 entities,	 both	 in	 space	 and	 in	 time.	We	 can	 raise	 our	 clone	…	
The	boundary	between	 the	 self	 and	 the	other,	 the	 self	 and	 the	world,	 the	 inside	
and	outside	has	begun	to	blur,	and	ultimately	may	evaporate	entirely.”	[p.	4]	The	







































	 The	 third	 way	 to	 be	 theologically	 honest	 to	 Dolly	 means	 to	 go	 beyond	 an	
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